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MS. BAKTI'S STATEMENT OF FACTS SHOULD BE STRICKEN 
Paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, and most of the 
allegations in paragraph 10 of Ms. Bakti's Statement of Facts 
should be stricken because they are unsupported by any reference 
to the record of this case. Rule 24(a)(7) of the Utah Rules of 
Appellate Procedure mandates that "[a]11 statements of fact and 
references to the proceedings below shall be supported by 
citations to the record in accordance with paragraph (e) of this 
rule." There is nothing in the record which would support the 
allegations and so-called "statements of fact" which Ms. Bakti 
has set forth in her brief.1 
ARGUMENT 
Mr. Dadgari will not reply to Part I of Ms. Bakti's Argument 
because the argument set forth therein has been fully addressed 
in his Opening Brief. 
In part II of her Argument, Ms. Bakti asserts that an 
"intervening contract tolled the running of the statute" of 
limitations in this case. In support of this assertion, Ms. 
Bakti directs the Court's attention to a Settlement Agreement 
Ms. Bakti references the litigation before Judge Peuler 
(case number 950901726) in which her father and Mr. Dadgari's 
wife were opposing parties. The history between Mr. Dadgari, his 
wife, and Ms. Bakti's parents is indeed long, complicated, and 
contrary to what Ms. Bakti would apparently have this Court 
conclude, not one-sided. For example, while Ms. Bakti pictures 
her father with a white hat, she fails to advise the Court that 
both Judge Peuler and the Supreme Court of Utah ruled against her 
father in that case. 
which she contends "specifically provided that the issue of the 
^bank payments' would be resolved once the matters set out in 
part A of the agreement were satisfied." According to Ms. Bakti, 
"[t]he Agreement specifically tolls the running of the statute 
until Part A has been completed..." 
Ms. Bakti's argument is without merit. In the first place, 
Ms. Bakti is not and never was a party to the Settlement 
Agreement. Nor does the Settlement Agreement say anything about 
tolling any statute of limitations, let alone "specifically" toll 
it as Ms. Bakti contends. Finally, Ms. Bakti points to nothing 
which would support her assertion that the reference in the 
Settlement Agreement to N'late payments to bank" has anything to 
do with the Promissory Note and Deed of Trust at issue in this 
case. 
CONCLUSION 
Based on the foregoing, Mr. Dadgari respectfully requests 
that the trial court's Order of Summary Judgment be reversed and 
that this action be remanded to the trial court with the 
instructions for the entry of summary judgment in Mr. Dadgari's 
favor. 
DATED t h i s day of September 2003. 
Mi t che l l 
Forney for Appel lant 
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